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Effect of Release Times on the Field Control Effect of Aphidius gifuensis on Myzus persicae

YAN Fang-fang' , ZHANG Rui-ping' , YANG Qing-qing’ et al (1. Panzhihua Branch of Sichuan Tobacco Corporation, Panzhihua, Si-
chuan 617000;2. Yunnan Green Leaf Bio-control Technology Co. , Ltd. , Yuxi, Yunnan 653100)

Abstract
release times of A. gifuensis field experiments were set to evaluate the effects of frequency on the control effect of M. persicae and field perform-
ance of tobacco leaves on the base of investigating the changes of M. persicae in Renhe District, Panzhihua City from 2017 to 2018. [ Result]
The pattern of M. persicae growth and decline from 2017 to 2018 was a typical bimodal curve, the two peaks appeared were on May 30 and

[ Objective ] To study the effect of Aphidius gifuensis field release times on the control effect of Myzus persicae. [ Method | Different

June 29 in 2017, respectively, and the maximum aphid amounts were 33.7 and 58. 5 heads / plant, however, the two peak periods appeared
on May 25 and June 14 in 2018, and the maximum aphids were 26. 7 and 54. 8 heads / plant, respectively. The results of different release
times of A. gifuensis showed that the treatment with three releases had the best control effect on Myzus persicae, gained the highest control effe-
ciency 75.4% , and the subsequent control effeciency were stable and durable. In comparison with the control effects of pesticide control, A.
gifuensis control effect of bees on M. persicae was the best in terms of stability and long-term performance. The survey results of tobacco leaf
quality and economic benefits indicated that the yield, output value, average price and percentage of superior quality of three treatments of
bees was highest. [ Conclusion] The control of M. persicae by releasing Aphidius gifuensis multiple times has a positive role in promoting the
quality of tobacco leaves and increasing the income of tobacco farmers.
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Table 1 Number and decline rate of insect populations under different treatments

T1 T2 T3 T4 TS(HHIR)
2 ) BOE RPEEER mO% mEEER O RPpER RO mnpER M
Surve ey time Population Population Population Population Population Population Population Population Population
number decline rate number decline rate number decline rate number decline rate number
ki % bk % S/ % S/ bk % S/ bk
05-10 6.5 39.8 7.4 31.5 7.3 32.4 6.1 43.50 10.8
05-20 14.6 43.0 17.3 32.4 14.5 43.3 8.2 68. 00 25.6
05-30 17.2 43.6 19.0 37.7 14.8 51.5 17.6 45.74 30.5
06-09 26.5 42.4 17.7 61.5 11.3 75.4 27.3 40.70 46.0
06-19 22.3 36.5 15.7 55.3 10.6 69.8 24.3 30. 80 35.1
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Table 2 Main economic characteristics of tobacco leaves in different

treatments
st LA )
S5 LG .
P ftﬁ i Jf)jfk(l:lrtl‘:’)fj Proportion
Qb3 . Output Average POTtS of superior
Yield . of superior .
Treatment Ko/ him? value price tobacco and middle
g/hm J6/hm? Jt/kg %/ tobacco
%
T1 2 658.0 50 236.20 18.9 52.1 80.1
T2 2749.6 55 266.96 20.1 58.3 83.0
T3 2 863.2 64 994.64 22.7 60.5 88.7
T4 2523.1 43901.94 17.4 48.4 76.8
T5 1527.4 20 161.68 13.2 25.7 49.5
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